
CERTIFIED MAIL 
Return Rece1pt Requested 

JAN 2 7 j ~ · 

Mr. J. C. Patterson 
Section Manager 
Environmental Pollution Control 
McDonnell Dou~las Corporation 
Department 191C, Building lOL, L-3 
Box 516 
St. Louis, Missouri 63166 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (E egion VII offict is in 
the process of conducting a technical evalua n of your Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit ap~ lication. We intend 
to complete a draft of the HCRA permit for your facility in the near 
futurt::. If you or a representative from your facility would be 
interested in discussing this draft document in our office. such 
arrangements can be made. If you do not wish to conduct such a 
confer~nce, we will mail a draft copy of the permit to you as we 
initiate the public comment period. This will provide a minimum of 
4o days for you to comment on the draft permit. If you are interested 
in a conference prior to the public comment period, please contact 
Stephen Busch of my staff at (816) 374-6tl31. 

As mentioned in our July 25~ 1983~ letter to you, we do consider the 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation (MDC) Tract I permit application to be 
complete. Additional information to clarify~ modify or supplement 
previously submitted information is necessary~ however. Please respond 
to the following questions and/or comments within thirty (30) days of 
rPceipt of this letter. 

On July 6~ 1983, an EPA contractor conducted an unannounced inspection 
of r~DC Tract I, RCRA regulated facilitiPs. While RCRA compliance has 
been addressed previously with another Branch within the rvgional 
office, several permit related issues w~re also raised as a result ot 
thfs inspection. The following questions and/or co1m~nts nPed to be 
addressed prior to tile issuance of a RCRA pt->rmit. 

1. Are all containers properly idPntified when placed in RCRA storage 
areas? In the waste analsis plan, a good d al of emphasis is placed on 
waste identification from the source of the waste. If containers arc 
not uniquely identitied, how is proper treatm nt insured after storage 
with a large number of other drums. 
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2. t~P \<tOUld s11qgest that thP in<;pPction schN1u1P for your RCR/!. facilitiPs 
hP incorporntc:>d into thP inspPction log. Thus. ~ rPcorrl of all itPms 
inspPCtPd would np maintainPrl. 

1. no the PmPrgency coordinators have:> forma 1 aut~,ority to commit rPsourcPs 
nPcessary to carry out the contingPncy plan? 

4. In thP inspPction rPport. it wns <;pPcifiPd thPrP was PvidPncP that thP 
StorngP Area ? containment had hPen brE>ar.hPd. Accorrlinq to your DPrmit 
application thP curh arPa an~ c;ump arP dP<;ignPd to contain 174 gallons. Is 
this volumP corrPct? What \'inS thP ~ourcP of the:o matPrial that ovPrflowPci? 
How oft~n i<; thP containmc:>nt arPa inspected? 

~. Oo "pnly tanks" havP a cover? If not, what fr~ehoard is maintained in 
thPSP tanks? Why was thP rupturerl piping incidPnt not rPcorrlPd in thP 
in~pPction log? PlPaSP dPscrihe thp rupturPd piping incirlPnt. 

6. Are all nPcE>ssar_v warning signs posted? ArP thP rPquired c;igrs postPri 
in tank storagP arPns? 

7. ln your ,lanuary 17. 1Q81, rec;ponsP to o11r request for PnginePring 
c~?rtif'ici':ltinn of dE'<;ign ad~?quacy of RCRA rPgulatPrl facilitiP<i, your 
rPfPrencPd t4issouri Oe>partmPnt of NaturAl RP.sourcPs Form SCI (sic)e 
That form cPrtifiPs the application has bPPn prPparP~ to comply wit~ 
Missouri rulPs and rPgulations. This will not suffirP as an Pngin~Pring 
cPrtification of technical FtdPquacy of RCRA regulr~terl facilities for 
FPA purposPs. PlPaSP submit an a~PquatP PnginPPring CPrtification. 

In arlrlit.ion to thP prP•dous comment<;. WP haw• c;o!11P arlditional concPrns 
which are not subjPct to FPA rPqulations at thic; timP. In thP procPss of 
conrrlinating pPrmit activitiPc; with the Missouri OE>partment of Natural 
RPsnurCPS (MDN~). information rE'qarding undergrounrl c;toragP tnnlcs has h~=>Pn 
marlP availahle to us. Whilo thPSP tanks arP Pxempt from FPA rf>qulation 
undPr 40 rFR ?f'4.190(b). thPy arf> requliltPd by MONR. ThP following comlllPnts 
have hPPn brought to our attf>ntion by MDNR. 

1. ThP rPvisionc; suhmittPrl with your lPtter to Mr. L. Harrington of 
SeptPmbPr 1?, 1QA3, indicatP that somP changpc; havP hPPn implPmPntPrl 
in your tank storagP capahility. Particularly a 3,000 gallon carhon 
c;tPel tank has been rPplacPrl hy a 3,3RO qt~llon fihPrqlass tank, an 
arlditional ?,000 gallon carhon stPel tank has bPPn activatPd, and a 
4,3RO qallon fihPrqla5S tank has bef>n p1acPrl into SPrvice. 

a. EPA and MONP havP rPcPived informi'ltion on various tanks. thP ovPrfill 
control. and 1Pak rlPtPction systems· howPvPr. thP information on thr aqP 
nf thP various tankc; ic; not comp1PtP. PlPaSP prnvidP thP following 
information in r1 tahular form· tank ir.!entification, capac1ty, contPnts, 
materi~l nf construction. ovPrfill control. lPak dPtection systPm, ~nrl 
datP (month and yPar) that tank \'Ia" placPrl into servic"'. This information 
wnuld bP I!SPful ar; a c;ummary of thP text founri in SPctions r: ~nrl n. 
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b. In your letter of October 12, 1983, to Mr. D. Wagoner in response to 
"EPA Statement !.>, 11 it is indicated that the hydrocarbon detection system 
i s checked for functional operation every thirteen weeks. This information 
s hould be incorporated into the inspection procedures contained on revision 
pages F-6, 2 of 4, and 3 of 4. 

c. Partial closure of the facility is discussed on page I-2 of the 
app lication. Is there any planned removal of the existing underground 
tanks and replacement with fiberglass tanks. If not, what criteria 
det ermines when these tanks are replaced? 

d. The revised closure cost estimates contained on revision page I-8 
still indicate five underground tanks, please revise this to show the 
additional two tanks, also revise the cost estimate if necessary. The 
ma ximum inventory indicated on revised page I-3 appears to be in error; 
the titanium etch storage tank volume of 37,620 appears excessive for six 
tanks at 7bU gallons each which would result in 4,500 gallons. Likewise, 
is the maximum inventory of 100 pounds of storage in the explosive storage 
f acility of building 10 accurate? 

It you have any questions or comments with respect to this letter, 
pl ease do not hesitate to contact Stephen Busch of my staff at 
{Hl 6) 374-6531. Again, your response to these questions and/or comments 
s hould be submitted to this office within 30 days after receipt of this 
l etter. We request you copy Joe Jansen of MDNR with your response to 
t his l etter. 

Sincerely yours, 

David A. Wagoner 
Director, Air and Waste f~anagement Division 

cc: Joe Jansen, MDNR 

bee: Bob Stewart, PMTS 

• 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION VII 
324 EAST ELEVENTH STREET 

KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI - 64106 

CERTIF lEO MAIL 
Return Receipt Requested 
JAN 27 ~B84 
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Mr. J. C. Patterson 
Section Manager 
EnvironmP.ntal Pollution Control 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation 
DepartmP.nt 191C, Building 102, L-3 
Rox 516 
St. Louis, Missouri 63166 

near Mr. Patterson: 

The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VII office is in 
the process of conducting a technical evaluation of your Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit application. We intend 
to complete a draft of the RCRA permit for your facility in the near 
future. If you or a representative from your facility would be 
interested in discussing this draft document in our office, such 
arrangements can be made. If you do not wish to conduct such a 
conference, we will mail a draft copy of the permit to you as we 
initiate the public comment period. This will provide a minimum of 
45 days for you to comment on the draft permit. If you are interestP.d 
in a conference prior to the public comment period, please contact 
Stephen Rusch of my staff at (A16) 374-6531. 

I 

As mentioned in our July 25, 1983, letter to you, We do consider the 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation (MDC) Tract I permit application to be 
complete. Additional information to clarify, modify or supplement 
previously submitted information is necessary, how~ver. Please respond 
to the following questions and/or comments within thirty (30) days of 
recj ipt of this letter. I 
On ~uly 6, 1983, an EPA contractor conducted an unannounced inspection 
of MDC Tract I, RCRA regulated facilities. While ~CRA compliance has 
bee~ addressed previously with another Branch with~n the regional 
office, several permit related issues were also ra ~ sed as a result of 
this inspection. The following questions and/or comments need to be 
addressed prior to the issuance .of a RCRA permit. I 
1. Are all containers properly identified when placed in RCRA storage 

I areas? In the waste analsis plan, a good deal of emphasis is placed on 
waste identification from the source of the waste.! If containers are 
not uniquely identified, how is proper treatment insured after storage 
with a 1 arge number of other drums. j 
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2. We would suggest that the inspection schedule for your RCRA facilities 
be incorporated into the inspection log. Thus, a record of all items 
inspected would he maintained. 

3. Do the emergency coordinators have formal authority to commit resources 
necessary to carry out the contingency plan? 

4. In the inspection report, it was specified there was evidence that the 
Storage Area 2 containment had been breached. According to your permit 
application the curb area and sump are designed to contain 174 gallons. Is 
this volume correct? What was the source of the material that overflowed? 
How often is the containment area inspected? 

5. Do "poly tanks" have a cover? If not, what freeboard is maintained in 
these tanks? Why was the ruptured piping incident not recorded in the 
inspection log? Please describe the ruptured piping incident. 

6. Are all necessary warning signs posted? Are the required signs posted 
in tank storage areas? 

7. ~n your January 17, 1983, response to our request for engineering 
certification of design adequacy of RCRA regulated facilities, you 
referenced Missouri Department of Natural Resources Form SCI (sic). 
That form certifies the application has been prepared to comply with 
Missouri rules and regulations. This will not suffice as an engineering 
certification of technical adequacy of RCRA regulated facilities for 
EPA purposes. Please submit an adequate engineering certification. 

In addition to the previous comments, we have some additional concerns 
which are not subject to EPA regulations at this time. In the process of 
coordinating permit activities with the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR), information regarding underground storage tanks has been 
made available to us. While these tanks are exempt from EPA regulation 
under 40 CFR 264.190(b), they are regulated by MDNR. The following comments 
have been brought to our attention by MDNR. 

1. The revisions submitted with your letter to Mr. L. Harrington of 
September 12, 1983, indicate that some changes have been implemented 
in y9ur t~nk storage capability. Particularly a 3,000 gallon carbon 
stee1 tank has been replaced by a 3,380 gallon fiberglass tank, an 
additional 2,000 gallon carbon steel tank has been activated, and a 
4,380 gallon fiberglass tank has been placed into service. 

a. EPA and MDNR have received information on various tanks, the overfill 
control, and leak detection systems; however, the information on the age 
of the various tanks is not complete. Please provide the following 
information in a tabular form; tank identification, capacity, contents, 
material of construction, overfill control, leak detection system, and 
date (month and year) that tank was placed into service. This information 
would be useful as a summary of the text found in sections C and D. 
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b. In your letter of October 12, 1983, to Mr. D. Wagoner in response to 
11 EPA Statement 5, 11 it is indicated that the hydrocarbon detection system 
is checked for functional operation every thirteen weeks. This information 
should be incorporated into the inspection procedures contained on revision 
pages F-6, 2 of 4, and 3 of 4. 

c. Partial closure of the facility is discussed on page I-2 of the 
application. Is there any planned removal of the existing underground 
tanks and replacement with fiberglass tanks. If not, what criteria 
determines when these tanks are replaced? 

d. The revised closure cost estimates contained on revision page I-8 
still indicate five underground tanks, please revise this to show the 
additional two tanks, also revise the cost estimate if necessary. The 
maximum inventory indicated on revised page I-3 appears to be in error; 
the titanium etch storage tank volume of 37,620 appears excessive for six 
tanks at 750 gallons each which would result in 4,500 gallons. Likewise, 
is the maximum inventory of 100 pounds of storage in the explosive storage 
facility of building 10 accurate? 

I 

If you have any questions or comments with respect to this letter, 
please do not hesitate to contact Stephen Busch of my staff at 
(816) 374-6531. Again, your response to these questions and/or comments 
should be submitted to this office within 30 days after receipt of this 
letter. · We request you copy Joe Jansen of MDNR with your response to 
this 1 etter. 

Sincerely yours, 

LtuLL~a~~~ ~~ 
O~avid A. Wagoner 

10- Director, Air and Waste Management Division 

cc: Joe Jansen, MDNR 
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